The urban mobility system is an important factor in social development and must, therefore, be tackled in a way that enables balanced, sustainable development. The purpose of the present work was to introduce a new holistic approach to urban mobility system (UMS) planning, which involves a strategic decision-making process with a broad involvement of various stakeholders. For this purpose, an innovative model was created by synthesizing the focus group (FG) method with the nominal group technique (NGT), SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) analysis, and the fuzzy analytical hierarchical process (FAHP) method. The fuzzy approach was chosen for its ability to incorporate imprecise and vague information and make a decision-making UMS process more realistic. Accordingly, the objective of the paper was to propose a newly developed model that will (considering the integration of various urban mobility subsystems) enable the detection, identification, and ranking of key priorities required for a more holistic approach to UMS planning. The results revealed that the developed integrated model enables acquired areas to be ranked according to priorities, which further allows the development of scenarios. Moreover, the model allows a better understanding of how to search for compromises when one is faced with multi-criteria decision-making and coordination of frequently contradictory goals. A new integrated urban mobility model, as proposed herein, was also successfully tested in a real-life application, which proves its potential for use in sustainable urban mobility planning in a holistic way.
Materials and Methods

The Conceptual Framework of Research
The research covered three main phases within the conceptual model that is shown in Figure 1 . In the first phase, we defined the input elements based on the literature survey as follows: UMS development guidelines, key stakeholders, and experts on FAHP implementation. The stakeholders represent an important aspect of UMS planning, as they frequently affect how the UMS will function in the future due to their contradictory interests. This has to be identified and carefully managed as a part of the decision-making process in the future UMS [30] . area of interest [58] . This way, information about the opinions, perceptions, attitudes, beliefs, and attitudes of a small group of key participants can be obtained. Based on modified FG results, SWOT and FAHP methodologies can be further conducted. Within the framework presented in this paper, the mix of SWOT and FAHP is particularly essential. Namely, the hierarchical structure of the FAHP model is defined with the identified basic elements (and sub-elements) of the SWOT analysis, i.e., with strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the UMS planning. By deploying such a methodological combination, it becomes possible to obtain opinions from a wide range of stakeholders and to design priority areas, which are then ranked by their relevance. This way, a more holistic solution for solving UMS problems is achieved, where various urban mobility subsystems are integrated through a wider circle of stakeholders. Furthermore, the presented methodology allows for defining the priority areas, which are the base for the development of scenarios and the adoption of strategic decisions. To the best of our knowledge, the approach introduced in this paper has not been detected in the existing literature yet, particularly within the field of UMS planning. The developed model is tested for a case of a real-life application, where the achieved results confirm the model's practical value, considering a holistic approach to UMS planning. On these grounds, it is believed that a novel approach might have brought some important contribution to the field of UMS planning.
Materials and Methods
The Conceptual Framework of Research
The research covered three main phases within the conceptual model that is shown in Figure 1 . In the first phase, we defined the input elements based on the literature survey as follows: UMS development guidelines, key stakeholders, and experts on FAHP implementation. The stakeholders represent an important aspect of UMS planning, as they frequently affect how the UMS will function in the future due to their contradictory interests. This has to be identified and carefully managed as a part of the decision-making process in the future UMS [30] . In the second phase, a modified focus group method was performed with the nominal group technique, before the SWOT analysis was executed. By doing so, key priority areas (KPAs) of UMS were acquired, which were then sorted by their importance by using FAHP in the final, third phase. In this phase, the hierarchical structure of the FAHP model was established with respect to KPAs obtained based on the SWOT results, while the importance of the KPAs was ranked by means of defuzzified weights of joint fuzzy matrices of decision-makers. The individual phases of the holistic approach to the UMS planning model are depicted in Figure 1 .
Modified Method of Focus Groups with the Nominal Group Technique
As aforementioned, we used the focus groups method for the second phase of the suggested model in order to define priority UMS areas that were combined with the NGT technique. The FG method is widely used in various scientific fields [59, 60] and is one of the most frequently used qualitative research tools to collect information in many organizations [61] .
Engaging focus groups in a complex decision-making process of urban mobility problems turned out to be a very effective method, which required the connection of different experts and knowledge from different disciplines [62] . The most important advantage of the FG method is its ability to achieve a synergistic effect, which is not possible with any other individual interview [63] . However, despite the many advantages of using the FG method, it also has some drawbacks. For example, in reality, usually not all of the participants are comfortable working in groups due to various reasons, such as social dominance, bullying, shyness, overexposure, and difficulties expressing opinions [64] . This fact can lead to the so-called "group effect", where the opinion of one prevails, and others cannot express their own views.
Due to the open-ended questions and a large number of different opinions, it is difficult for the researchers to analyse data and not to be biased in their analysis. In order to avoid this problem, the FG method was combined with the nominal group technique method [64, 65] in our research.
The NGT technique combined with the FG method increases the FG-value by generating certain topic data via ranking the challenges and their answers or giving preferential treatment to certain content [66] . The NGT also enables the FG-collected data to be appropriately ranked, and strategies properly formulated [66] . Hence, triangulation-the combination of the FG with NGT method-has been used many times to date ( [64] or [67] ), where it was shown that this combination eliminates the major drawbacks of the basic FG method.
SWOT Analysis
SWOT analysis is one of the most frequently used techniques in relation to strategic planning [68] and has already been applied in combination with the FG method ( [69] or [70] ). On one hand, it is an important decision-making tool that is frequently used for the systematic analysis of the outer and inner systems' environment [71] , and on the other hand, it also enables the shaping of long-term development strategies [72] .
However, there are also some major drawbacks with a traditional SWOT approach, such as the following: the identified strategic factors are not qualified or ranked [72] , inadequate definition or ambiguity of identified factors (factors which appear to fit into more than one category, and it is not possible to differentiate the factors clearly, i.e., whether they are opportunities or threats, or strengths or weaknesses) [73] [74] [75] , or numerous criteria and interdependencies, which often complicate the decision-making process [76] .
Therefore, SWOT analysis has often been combined with other methods in MCDM, among which the AHP or FAHP methods [77, 78] are the most appropriate, as they both enable the SWOT factor priorities to be precisely defined. None of the combinations, i.e., AHP or FAHP with SWOT, have been used in holistic-based urban mobility planning yet [1, 79] . 
The Action Plan and Some Further Details of the Second Phase of Research
The second phase was more detailed, as illustrated in Figure 2 . Within the first step, planning of the method implementation, the content, and the open-ended questions was carried out. Selected participants and the moderator were informed about the content, wherein the moderator additionally needed to familiarise themselves with the participants and the modified method of focus groups with NGT. The next step was meeting with the participants. The goal of participants meeting was to present the current state-of-the-art in the UMS field and to identify key priority areas of UMS. Afterwards, the moderator gave the material to the participants, where each one independently identified and formulated what the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the chosen UMS were by using the NGT method. 
The second phase was more detailed, as illustrated in Figure 2 . Within the first step, planning of the method implementation, the content, and the open-ended questions was carried out. Selected participants and the moderator were informed about the content, wherein the moderator additionally needed to familiarise themselves with the participants and the modified method of focus groups with NGT. The next step was meeting with the participants. The goal of participants meeting was to present the current state-of-the-art in the UMS field and to identify key priority areas of UMS. Afterwards, the moderator gave the material to the participants, where each one independently identified and formulated what the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the chosen UMS were by using the NGT method. Then, the FG method followed, where groups of four to eight people were formed, where participants presented and explained their opinions to each other and each group formed their own SWOT analysis. The SWOT analysis results of each group were presented and discussed, where the moderator summarized them on the board for everyone to see. In the last step, the NGT method was performed again, but this time, the moderator invited all participants to independently select three of the most important strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats from the presented results. After selection, the four to five most important strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats were chosen for each part of the SWOT analysis.
The result of the second phase was, therefore, SWOT analysis that identified priority areas that represented the input elements for the third phase, where, with the help of the FAHP, the priority areas were ranked by their relevance. This provided us with the key data for constructing the future steps of strategic planning for UMS. Then, the FG method followed, where groups of four to eight people were formed, where participants presented and explained their opinions to each other and each group formed their own SWOT analysis. The SWOT analysis results of each group were presented and discussed, where the moderator summarized them on the board for everyone to see. In the last step, the NGT method was performed again, but this time, the moderator invited all participants to independently select three of the most important strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats from the presented results. After selection, the four to five most important strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats were chosen for each part of the SWOT analysis.
The result of the second phase was, therefore, SWOT analysis that identified priority areas that represented the input elements for the third phase, where, with the help of the FAHP, the priority areas were ranked by their relevance. This provided us with the key data for constructing the future steps of strategic planning for UMS. 
The FAHP Method
A Combined SWOT-FAHP Hierarchical Structure
After conducting the SWOT analysis and obtaining the key priority areas of UMS, the FAHP method could be engaged. This made it possible to rank the priority areas by their relevance, which is essential since not all goals from all areas can be simultaneously achieved, and one cannot deal with all areas at the same time. When performing the FAHP method, experts who knew the UMS area and its limitations could be present during this process and had the chance to take decisions or represent the decision-makers. Here, a particularly important goal was to follow the previously obtained SWOT group criteria under those priority areas obtained from the previous stages of research. On this basis, a hierarchical structure with local fuzzy weights of criteria with respect to the goal, sub-criteria with respect to the criteria, and global fuzzy weights of sub-criteria with respect to the goal arose, as shown in Figure 3 . Such a construction represents the general structure of the SWOT-FAHP hybrid model as a core part of our research. Weights in Figure 3 refer to aggregated weights of all decision-makers, either via their reflection for the criteria, or the sub-criteria. When the obtained fuzzy weights were defuzzified into the crisp numbers, the KPA of UMS could also be appropriately ranked by their relevance. After conducting the SWOT analysis and obtaining the key priority areas of UMS, the FAHP method could be engaged. This made it possible to rank the priority areas by their relevance, which is essential since not all goals from all areas can be simultaneously achieved, and one cannot deal with all areas at the same time. When performing the FAHP method, experts who knew the UMS area and its limitations could be present during this process and had the chance to take decisions or represent the decision-makers. Here, a particularly important goal was to follow the previously obtained SWOT group criteria under those priority areas obtained from the previous stages of research. On this basis, a hierarchical structure with local fuzzy weights of criteria with respect to the goal, sub-criteria with respect to the criteria, and global fuzzy weights of sub-criteria with respect to the goal arose, as shown in Figure 3 . Such a construction represents the general structure of the SWOT-FAHP hybrid model as a core part of our research. Weights in Figure 3 refer to aggregated weights of all decision-makers, either via their reflection for the criteria, or the sub-criteria. When the obtained fuzzy weights were defuzzified into the crisp numbers, the KPA of UMS could also be appropriately ranked by their relevance. 
Diagram of the 10 Essential Steps of the FAHP Method
A more precise illustration of the consecutive steps of the FAHP method (see also Figure 1 , third phase) is shown in Figure 4 . In the first five steps, an ordinary (conventional) AHP is conducted, where decomposition of the problem into a hierarchical structure is applied, by taking into consideration previously obtained SWOT results. In this given structure, a pairwise comparison is then made between the AHP structural elements (such as criteria and sub-criteria) of individual experts [80, 81] . As can be seen from Figure 4 , the AHP implementation process can be broken down 
A more precise illustration of the consecutive steps of the FAHP method (see also Figure 1 , third phase) is shown in Figure 4 . In the first five steps, an ordinary (conventional) AHP is conducted, where decomposition of the problem into a hierarchical structure is applied, by taking into consideration previously obtained SWOT results. In this given structure, a pairwise comparison is then made between the AHP structural elements (such as criteria and sub-criteria) of individual experts [80, 81] . As can In the next section, some details of the consecutive steps of the FAHP method from Figure 4 will be briefly explained.
The AHP Method and a Brief Explanation of the First Five Steps of FAHP
Let us assume that we have a pairwise comparison matrix of a given decision-maker-expert for N = 4 criteria with respect to the goal and N = 4 groups of sub-criteria with respect to their criteria (see Figure 3 ). Thus, an individual f-th decision-maker deals with ( ) 
where m is the number of experts, h refers to the h-th group of criteria/sub-criteria, while max
is the total number of such matrices. In the next section, some details of the consecutive steps of the FAHP method from Figure 4 will be briefly explained.
Let us assume that we have a pairwise comparison matrix of a given decision-maker-expert for N = 4 criteria with respect to the goal and N = 4 groups of sub-criteria with respect to their criteria (see Figure 3 ). Thus, an individual f -th decision-maker deals with h = 1, . . . , (N + 1) = 5 groups of criteria/sub-criteria. In addition, they deal with an equal number of the corresponding pairwise comparison matrices (one for criteria and four for sub-criteria), while all f = 1,2, . . . ,m of experts are dealing with N max = m·5 of such matrices. Accordingly, we can write the following compact form of the given pairwise comparison matrix,
where m is the number of experts, h refers to the h-th group of criteria/sub-criteria, while N max = m·5 is the total number of such matrices. If estimates are consistent, i.e., a ij ·a jk = a ik ; i, j, k = 1, . . . , n, the matrix A f h can be written in the form: A f h = w i/w j = a ij for i, j = 1, . . . , n. Thus, individual a ij is equal to the ratio of weights w i/w j of compared criteria i and j. In this case, the vector of weights w A f h = w 1 , .., w i A f h . . . , w n can be obtained as a solution of the homogenous system: corresponding eigenvector w(λ max ) is the principal one. Unfortunately, the pairwise comparison matrix A f h is often not completely consistent, and consequently, the maximal eigenvalue is λ max A f h ≥ n. In order to discover the inconsistency level, the following consistency index of matrix A f h must be calculated [81] :
The latter can be compared with the random index RI (average consistency index), which gives the consistency ratio [81] :
If CR A f h < 0.1, the pair comparisons of the given f-th decision-maker are treated as being sufficiently consistent; otherwise, the decision-maker needs to repeat the paired comparison.
The maximal eigenvalue needed in Equation (2) can be calculated in the following way [81] ,
where the calculation of corresponding weights can be in the simplified form obtained by using the geometric mean method [82] [83] [84] [85] :
A Brief Explanation of the Last Five Steps of FAHP
After calculating the consistency and completing the AHP calculation process carried out by participating (m) experts, fuzzy matrices of pairwise comparisons are formed in the next, sixth step (see Figure 4 ). For this purpose, the AHP crisp numbers are first transformed into fuzzy numbers on the basis of linguistic statements of m decision-makers. In our case, the triangular fuzzy numbers were used, while the pairs chosen by the individual decision-makers/experts were compared based on the pair-based comparison scales (see Table 1 for the case of fuzzy triangular numbers) [86, 87] . Table 1 . A scale of pair comparisons and the corresponding triangular fuzzy numbers.
Triangular Fuzzy Numbers
Saaty Scale Linguistic Variable
Positive Triangular Fuzzy Numbers a ij
Positive Reciprocal
Fuzzy Numbers a ji 1 Criteria i and j are equally important
Criterion i is moderately more important than j (2, 3, 4) (1/4, 1/3, 1/2) 5
Criterion i is strongly more important than j (4, 5, 6) (1/6, 1/5, 1/4) 7
Criterion i is very strongly more important than j (6, 7, 8) (1/8, 1/7, 1/6) 9
Criterion i is extremely or absolutely more important than j (9, 9, 9) (1/9, 1/9, 1/9) 2 Fuzzy matrices of pair comparisons (for criteria and sub-criteria) were formed on the basis of the Buckley's "geometric mean method" approach [88] [89] [90] [91] [92] [93] [94] [95] conducted for triangular fuzzy numbers a ij , where the following form of the fuzzy matrix can be created by a given decision-maker (derived from crisp matrix (1)) [90, 95] :
where m is the number of experts, h refers to the h-th group of criteria/sub-criteria, while N max = m·5 is the total number of such matrices (see Equation (1)).
Here, each element a ij, f h = a ij, f h , b ij, f h , c ij, f h of the matrix A f h represents the lower, middle, and upper values, respectively, of the triangular fuzzy numbers inside the matrix (6) . The same logic stands for all other triangular numbers presented in this paper.
The next, seventh, step from Figure 4 encompasses the aggregation of the decision-makers using the geometric mean of their fuzzy pairwise comparisons. After obtaining all pairwise comparisons of all decision-makers and designing fuzzy matrices of pairwise comparisons, their geometric means can be calculated. Moreover, N + 1 = 5 joint (group) fuzzy matrices U h , h = 1, . . . , 5 of pairwise comparisons of all m decision-makers can also be formed (one for criteria: U 1 = U 1,N×N , and four for sub-criteria: Figure 3 ), where the dimensions of these matrices are as follows:
While performing the seventh step, the geometric mean of the fuzzy pair comparisons to aggregate the m decision-makers was expressed in the form of triangular fuzzy numbers, as follows [95] :
where u ijh ∈ U h , h ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 5} are the fuzzy pair comparisons of the h-th group of criteria/sub-criteria, while m is the number of decision-makers. For the sake of simplicity of explanation, the calculated u i jh values symbolize either the elements of the joint fuzzy matrix U 1 = U 1,N×N of pairwise comparisons of all m decision-makers for N = 4 criteria (S, W, O, T) or the elements of the N joint fuzzy matrices Figure 3 ). Calculations of the local fuzzy weights for N criteria and M sub-criteria are carried out in the eighth step (see Figure 4 and also, Figure 3 ), where we used Buckley's approach once again. Firstly, the calculation of the geometric mean r ih should be derived as follows (see Equations (7) and (8)) [90, 95] :
The local fuzzy weights for N = 4 criteria and M sub-criteria are computed in the eighth step (see Figures 3 and 4 , and Equation (9)), as follows [90, 95] :
According to Figure 3 , we can split the weights in (10) into the weights for the criteria, and the weights for sub-criteria. For the criteria, the local weights can be denoted more simply: w crit ∈ w S , w W , w O , w T , while for the sub-criteria, they include the following weights: Figure 3 (blocks A, B, C, D below).
Within the ninth step from Figure 4 , the calculation of global (collective) fuzzy weights is also carried out for the sub-criteria, by means of multiplying the local fuzzy weights of criteria with the ones of the sub-criteria (see Figure 3 , blocks A, B, C, D below). This way, the following global weights are obtained,
. In the last, tenth step, the fuzzy weights are defuzzified, wherein the fuzzy numbers (weights) are transformed into the crisp numbers for the needs of ranking and comparison of priority areas. Many authors (for example, [96, 97] ) claim that the most frequent among all the suggested defuzzification methods is the so-called centre of gravity (COG) method, also known as "centroid". It is useful due to its simplicity [98, 99] and the reliability of the results [91, 92, 96, [98] [99] [100] [101] . By using the COG method, the crisp weights of criteria and sub-criteria are calculated as follows [98] :
The formed crisp numbers (weights) offer an important insight into the individual priority areas and present a basis to construct a comprehensive UMS development strategy.
The Numerical Results of the Real Case Study
The developed integrated model was tested for the case of one Slovenian city, called Zagorje ob Savi (ZOS). This is a small city located in the heart of Slovenia, which has approximately 18,000 inhabitants. The most significant problem of the city is emissions of particulate matter, especially PM10 particles, as a result of an average annual growth rate in traffic of 2.2%, in which car mobility represents the most substantial part (44%). Therefore, the proposed model was tested in order to change the mobility system in a chosen urban area in a more holistic way.
The First Two Stages of the Research Framework
In the first phase (see Figure 1 ), the relevant input elements were defined. By reviewing existing documents, considering the status and the collection of statistical data, the analysis of the state of the UMS situation was initially carried out in order to identify the future guidelines of UMS development [80] . Stakeholders were also identified from four main groups [30] : (1) the decision-makers and the political authorities; (2) the companies and operators; (3) the community and local environment; (4) the others (e.g., from different professions).
In the second phase from Figure 1 , the FG method combined with the NGT method was used, where 59 stakeholders from the previously identified four main groups cooperated and worked on the problem. After the introduction, the stakeholders were informed about the state-of-the-art of the selected UMS area, the guidelines of sustainable development, and the workflow. Afterwards, each participant independently identified the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the chosen UMS, and reported them in the enclosed table (see Appendix A). In order to facilitate the work, the individual parts of the SWOT analysis and the related questions were divided into eight UMS areas: parking, traffic calming, walking (pedestrians), cycling, public transport, use of private cars, soft measures, and freight transportation. As the basis, the following questions were used regarding the existing urban mobility system (UMS):
•
What do you think are the strengths of the UMS in the municipality of ZOS? •
What do you think are the weaknesses of the UMS in the municipality of ZOS? •
What do you think are the opportunities for the UMS in the municipality of ZOS? •
What do you think are the threats to the UMS in the municipality of ZOS?
After the individually and independently obtained SWOT analyses, eight focus groups were formed, each composed of seven to eight participants, who, with the help of the moderator, formed common strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the whole UMS of the chosen urban area. The presentation of the identified individual parts of the SWOT analysis was carried out afterwards. The moderator invited each group to present findings and write them on the board so that everyone could see the results. A debate followed, where different answers were explained, and, only if necessary, they were added or changed. In the end, the moderator invited all the participants to, independently from each other, choose the three most important strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats from the presented results. They had to award one, two, or three points to the individual answers, where one carried the largest importance. Thus, they created all four parts of the SWOT analysis, where the final result represented the key priority areas that were then transferred to the next phase, where the FAHP method was performed, and the results were adequately ranked (see Table 2 ). Table 2 . SWOT analysis with M = 17 key priority areas of the chosen urban environment.
Strengths (S)
Weaknesses (W) S1: Already in construction-cycling and walking paths.
W1: Freight (transit) transport through the municipality. S2: Readiness and desire of the municipality to change (in direction of sustainable mobility).
W2: Neglected remote places and their connection to public transport. S3: Vicinity of the highway and railway.
W3: Poor arrangement of a parking system. S4: Arranged school transportation. W4: Insufficient cycling infrastructure and awareness about the cycling advantages.
Opportunities (O) Threats (T)
O1: Possibilities for constructing safe cycling paths. T1: Increase in transportation. O2: Arrangement of infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists.
T2: Strict regulation.
O3: Possibility to construct parking lots on the outskirts of settlements. T3: Unwillingness to change travelling habits.
O4: Arrangement of the parking system. T4: Neglect of the surrounding places. T5: Deterioration of the stationary traffic situation.
Analysis of the Fuzzy Analytical Hierarchy Model Construction (3rd Stage of the Research Framework)
In the third and final phase, the FAHP method, with its ten steps, was conducted (see Figure 4 ), which provided the results for the ranked priority areas. These priority areas further presented the basis of forming the strategies for the future UMS development of the chosen urban environment. In the continuation, an excerpt of implementing consecutive steps of the FAHP procedure is presented. In order to easily follow the main path over all of the consecutive steps, simultaneously referring to Figure 4 is recommended.
The First and Second Steps of the FAHP (Defining Inputs and Designing a Hierarchical Structure)
In the first two steps (see Figure 4 ), the input elements were defined and the hierarchical structure created based on the results of the modified FG method, SWOT analysis (see Table 2 ), and hierarchical structure of the SWOT-FAHP hybrid model from Figure 3 . This way, the structure appeared, as shown in Figure 5 . Here, at the top of the hierarchy structure is the goal (R)-ranking of priority UMS areas, followed by the SWOT group criteria that were placed at the second level (i.e., S-strengths, W-weaknesses, O-opportunities, T-threats), under which the pre-identified priority areas from Table 2 are present as the sub-criteria (third level). It can be seen that Figure 5 is relatively similar to Figure 3 , except that we are now dealing with the conditioned structure of a real case study as opposed to a generalized structure.
In the first two steps (see Figure 4 ), the input elements were defined and the hierarchical structure created based on the results of the modified FG method, SWOT analysis (see Table 2 ), and hierarchical structure of the SWOT-FAHP hybrid model from Figure 3 . This way, the structure appeared, as shown in Figure 5 . Here, at the top of the hierarchy structure is the goal (R)-ranking of priority UMS areas, followed by the SWOT group criteria that were placed at the second level (i.e., S-strengths, W-weaknesses, O-opportunities, T-threats), under which the pre-identified priority areas from Table 2 are present as the sub-criteria (third level). It can be seen that Figure 5 is relatively similar to Figure 3 , except that we are now dealing with the conditioned structure of a real case study as opposed to a generalized structure. 
The Third Step of the FAHP (Pair Comparisons)
The pair comparisons (PCs) were executed by means of specially designed questionnaires (see Appendix A and Appendix B). The PCs were accomplished for the individual criteria (SWOT groups-second level) with respect to the first level (goal R) (see Figure 5 ). Moreover, they were also carried out for the priority areas (sub-criteria-third level) with respect to the second level (criteria). (1) and (6)), who were chosen from the groups of decision-makers and the area of mobility (and/or transport) experts, cooperated in the execution of the pair comparisons.
The Fourth and Fifth Steps of the FAHP (Crisp Matrix of Pair Comparisons, Consistency Verification)
In the fourth and fifth steps of the FAHP method from 
The Third
Step of the FAHP (Pair Comparisons)
The pair comparisons (PCs) were executed by means of specially designed questionnaires (see Appendices A and B). The PCs were accomplished for the individual criteria (SWOT groups-second level) with respect to the first level (goal R) (see Figure 5 ). Moreover, they were also carried out for the priority areas (sub-criteria-third level) with respect to the second level (criteria). Fourteen experts ( m = 14 ⇒ N max = 5·m = 70 -see Equations (1) and (6)), who were chosen from the groups of decision-makers and the area of mobility (and/or transport) experts, cooperated in the execution of the pair comparisons.
The Fourth and Fifth Steps of the FAHP (Crisp Matrix of Pair Comparisons, Consistency Verification)
In the fourth and fifth steps of the FAHP method from Figure 4 , Equations (1)-(5) from Section 2.5.3 were calculated for each decision-maker DM (for criteria and sub-criteria). This way, in order to check the consistency of the experts' responses, the matrices of pair comparisons with crisp numbers A f h , f = 1, . . . , 14, h = 1, . . . , 5 (see Equation (1)) were formed at the beginning, and later on, 70 consistency indice ratios CR A f h (see Equation (3)) were calculated for all 14 experts with the help of Equations (1)- (5) . Table 3 presents an example of the calculated results for the consistency index ratio CR A f h , f = 1, h = 1 for the first decision-maker (f = 1), when dealing with the first group (h = 1) of N = 4 SWOT criteria and is: (i, j = 1, 2, . . . , n = 4) (see Appendix C for a structure of A f h = A 1 1 in this case). As we can see from Table 3 , CR A f h = CR(A 1 1 ) = 0.01432 < 0.1; thus, we can conclude that the first expert was consistent in terms of the criteria with respect to the goal. The calculations, as shown here for the first expert, revealed that the consistency verification was successful for the other 13 experts as well. The latter means that the calculations for all 70 consistency index ratios were adequate for all 14 decision-makers for all pair comparisons (for criteria (S, W, O, T) with respect to the goal, and for sub-criteria (S i1 , W i2 , O i3 , T i4 ) with respect to criteria). Therefore, the Consistency Ratio (CR) indices were always lower than 0.1. The results, which show the consistency of all decision-makers, are depicted in Appendix D. Moreover, from Table 2 and Figure 5 , it can also be seen that the dimensions of criteria and sub-criteria were as follows (see Equation (7)): d(h) ∈ {N, N S , N W , N O , N T } = {4, 4, 4, 4, 5}. Table 3 . An example of the consistency index ratio calculation and other corresponding calculations for the first expert for the pair comparisons of four (SWOT) criteria ( f = 1, h = 1) (see Equations (1)-(5)). 
C (i)
The Sixth step of the FAHP (Fuzzy Matrices Design)
In the sixth step of the FAHP method from Figure 4 , the formation of the pair comparisons of fuzzy matrices with triangular fuzzy numbers was carried out. At this step, five fuzzy matrices of pair comparisons for each f-th individual of m = 14 decision-makers were formed, where their linguistic statements were transformed into fuzzy numbers depicted in Table 1 . In this case, Equation (6) from Section 2.5.4 took the form: 
f or i, j = 1, . . . , 4, f = 1, . . . , 14, h = 1, . . . , 5
An example of such a fuzzy matrix for the first decision-maker and the group of SWOT criteria, i.e., the matrix A f h , f = 1, h = 1, is presented in Table 4 (compare with the corresponding crisp matrix A f h , f = 1, h = 1 in Appendix C). Table 4 . An example of the fuzzy matrix A f h , f = 1, h = 1 of pair comparisons for the first decision-maker and a group of N = 4 criteria (second level) with respect to the first level (goal R). 
Criteria (i) Strengths (S) Weaknesses (W) Opportunities (O) Threats (T)
The Seventh Step of the FAHP (Aggregation of Decision-Makers and Formation of Group Fuzzy Matrices for Criteria and Sub-Criteria)
In this step, the following equations based on equations and the explanation provided in Section 2.5.4 could be formed for all 14 decision-makers and the specific case of the real case study (see also Equation (12), Figure 5 and Table 2) : 
This way, by applying the aggregation and performing the Equations from (13), the collective (group) fuzzy matrices of all decision-makers' pair comparisons could be constructed for 4 criteria and 17 sub-criteria. An example of a collective fuzzy matrix U h=1,4×4 ∈ u ij,h=1 of pair comparisons for a group of SWOT criteria is shown in Table 5 . At this point, it is perhaps worth mentioning that all operations over the fuzzy numbers (i.e., addition, subtraction, multiplication, division) were conducted by means of predefined rules for triangular fuzzy numbers [89, 102] . 
The Eighth step of the FAHP (Calculation of Local Fuzzy Weights of Criteria and Sub-Criteria)
The local fuzzy weights of criteria and sub-criteria could be computed by means of the previously aggregated fuzzy matrices of pair comparisons (see Equation (13)), where the general Equations (9, 10) from Section 2.5.4 evolved into the specific form of the present case (i.e., N = 4 criteria, M = 17 sub-criteria, etc.). The local fuzzy weights for the specific case study were as follows: , i = 1, . . . , d(h) ∈ {4, 4, 4, 4, 5} f or h = 1, . . . , 5. When the results for the group of four (S, W, O, T) criteria were taken into account, the obtained four weights were as follows: Section 2.5.4) . In this case, , i = 1, . . . , d(1) ∈ {4}, h = 1, with the elements u ij,h=1 ∈ U h=1,4×4 (see Table 5 ) of the group fuzzy matrix for the SWOT criteria (see also Equations (9) and (13) , and Figure 5 ). The acquired results are presented in Table 6 . (9), (10) and (13) and Figure 5 )-that belonged to the M = 17 sub-criteria, i.e., the calculation of the following weights (denoted in a simpler way): w sub−crit ∈ w Si1 , w Wi2 , w Oi3 , w Ti4 (see Section 2.5.4). In this case, the geometric means were as follows:
, i = 1, . . . , d(h) ∈ {4, 4, 4, 5} f or h = 2, . . . , 5. The following results appeared for the local fuzzy weights related to 17 sub-criteria, as shown in Table 7 (see also Figure 5 and Table 2 for the meaning of sub-criteria). 
The Ninth and Tenth Steps of the FAHP (Global Fuzzy Weights of Sub-Criteria and Defuzzification of all Fuzzy Weights)
In the ninth step from Figure 4 , the global fuzzy weights of 17 sub-criteria were calculated by means of multiplying the local fuzzy weights of criteria (from Table 6 ) with the ones of the sub-criteria (from Table 7 ) (see also Figure 5 , blocks A, B, C, D below). This way, the 17 global weights:
). Due to limitations in the article length, their results are not shown here. However, the relationships of results between the local fuzzy weights for criteria and sub-criteria on one hand, and the global fuzzy weights for sub-criteria on the other hand, can be easily observed in Appendix E.
In the tenth and final step, the fuzzy weights were defuzzified and transformed into the crisp numbers w C ∈ w C1 , w C2 , w G C2 = COG[ w C ] from (11) , where w C ∈ w crit , w sub−crit , w G sub−crit . This way, by means of Equation (11) , all the crisp weights were obtained for the purpose of the ranking and comparison of priority areas. When the process of defuzzification was finished (over the fuzzy weights in Appendix E, see also Tables 6 and 7) , the crisp local weights for criteria and sub-criteria, as well as the global crisp weights for sub-criteria, were obtained. Their results are shown in Table 8 , where the ranking of sub-criteria within the individual criteria, as well as the collective ranking of all sub-criteria in a comprehensive way, is also depicted (see also Table 2 and Figure 5, blocks A, B, C, D) . Note: 1 *-the local weights with the highest Rank 2 inside the sub-criteria groups; 1 **, 2 **-the highest two global weights of all sub-criteria regarding the collective Rank 3 (shadowed rows).
As can be seen from Table 8 , the individual criteria and sub-criteria were ranked by priority by means of the obtained crisp weights w C1 , w C2 , w G C2 . Regarding the (S, W, O, T) criteria (see Rank 1 in Table 8 ), the most important was the opportunity (O; weight 0.3258), followed by weaknesses (W; 0.3235), threats (T; 0.2036), and finally, strengths (S; 0.1985). The criteria O and W were approximately equally weighted and were significantly more important than criteria T and S.
Regarding the monitoring of the ranking of sub-criteria (S i1 , W i2 , O i3 , T i4 ) inside the SWOT criteria (see Rank 2 in Table 8 ), i.e., when observing their relevance among four corresponding groups (S, W, O, T), the following can be concluded. For the criterion strengths (S), the sub-criterion S2 (readiness and the desire of the municipality to change (in the direction of sustainable mobility)) (weight 0.08150) was the most important, followed closely by S4-arranged school transportation (0.05317); S1-already in construction-cycling and walking paths (0.05159); and S3-vicinity of a highway and railway (0.04074) as the least important. For the criterion weaknesses (W), the sub-criterion W2 (neglected remote places and their connection to public transport) (weight 0.13040) was the most important, followed by W4-insufficient cycling infrastructure and awareness about the advantages of cycling (0.11309); W1-freight (transit) transport through the municipality (0.07301); and W3-poor arrangement of a parking system (0.05195) as the least important. For the criterion opportunities (O), the sub-criterion O2 (arrangement of infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists) (weight 0.13186) was the most important, followed by O1-possibilities for constructing safe cycling paths (0.11056); O4-arrangement of the parking system (0.07287); and O3-possibility to construct parking lots on the outskirts of settlements (0.06583) as the least important. For the criterion threats (T), the sub-criterion T3 (unpreparedness to change travelling habits) (weight 0.06865) was the most important, followed by T1-increase in transportation (0.05209); T5-deterioration of the stationary traffic situation (0.05152); T4-neglect of the surrounding places (0.03182); and T2-strict regulations (0.03035) as the least important.
When the collective ranking and comparison of all 17 sub-criteria was conducted (see Rank 3 in Table 8 ), the following could be concluded. The four most important sub-criteria were: (1) the sub-criterion O2 (arrangement of infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists); (2) the sub-criterion W2 (neglected remote places and their connection to public transport); (3) the sub-criterion W4 (insufficient cycling infrastructure and awareness about the advantages of cycling); and (4) the sub-criterion O1 (possibilities for constructing safe cycling paths). The collective importance of the subsequent 17 sub-criteria can observed in Table 8 . As we can see, the least important sub-criterion was T5 (deterioration of the stationary traffic situation).
Discussion
The suggested innovative model was proven to be effective because it enabled a more holistic approach to the planning of an urban mobility system. It was shown in this paper that by using the developed model, the ranked priority areas can be exactly determined. The identified significance of the individual priority areas might help the decision-makers during the design of further steps of UMS planning in the future. Furthermore, we created a new approach for solving the complex multi-criteria decision issues that arise in the field of UMS planning.
The proposed model was tested for a real case study that referred to a practical environment. According to the defined input elements in the first phase of the proposed model (UMS development guidelines, 59 key stakeholders, and 14 experts on FAHP implementation), the SWOT analysis was performed using the modified FG with NGT method (second phase of the proposed model, as shown in Figure 2 ). The modified FG with NGT implemented enabled the involvement of a wide range of stakeholders. The combination of both also reduced the bias of the results obtained. The results in Table 2 show that, with regard to different mobility areas, cycling (partly walking) and parking or stationary traffic policy stood out. The travel habits and accessibility throughout the urban area, which appear as both weaknesses and threats, were also prominent.
An interesting fact is that, for example, the field of cycling is emerging as a strength and opportunity, and on the other hand, as a weakness. Similarly, the area of stationary traffic is both a threat and an opportunity. This points to the previously presented weakness of the traditional SWOT analysis, which has also been discussed by other authors [73] [74] [75] (due to the wide or inadequate description of KPAs, a specific KPA (key priority area) cannot be accurately placed in a single category or fit into more than one category or there is lack of prioritization of KPAs). Thus, it can be assumed that stakeholders perceive certain KPAs (such as cycling) as areas that are already regulated (strength), but too slowly or unsatisfactorily (weakness). To eliminate these ambiguities of SWOT analysis, the FAHP method was implemented in the third, last phase (see Figure 4 for steps and Table 8 for final results). FAHP allowed the quantification and ranking of the obtained KPAs. This established whether a particular KPA area was greater, for example, a strength or a weakness. This can be seen in the case of cycling, where this area was shown to represent a greater weakness (W3 is ranked third) than strength (S1 is ranked 13). This means something has already been done (strength), but at the same time, not enough has been done (weakness). This is further underpinned by the fact that opportunities are emerging for cycling improvements (O2 is ranked first and O1 as fourth).
Regardless of the ambiguities presented, four different strategies can be formed and intertwined [72] : (1) SO (building on strengths for taking advantage of opportunities); (2) ST (building on strengths to avoid threats); (3) WO (an improvement of weaknesses to take advantage of opportunities); and (4) WT (lowering weaknesses and avoiding threats) strategies. The proposed strategies, using the results for criteria and sub-criteria, are shown in Appendix F.
If we now look at the numerical data obtained by the FAHP method (Table 8 ), we can see that among the individual priority areas (i.e., the SWOT criteria), areas of opportunities and weaknesses prevailed approximately to the same degree, with a slight domination of opportunities. Moreover, the area of strengths was the least important. Based on the aforementioned facts, we can conclude that it is important to build on WO strategies (the elimination of weaknesses and exploitation of the opportunities): WO1: building infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists while encouraging their increased use, and WO2: improvement of the existing parking system (see Appendix F).
A higher analytical value was obtained if we compared individual sub-areas (Table 8 and Figure 6 ). Given the final ranked priority areas of the UMS planning, which should be considered when designing strategies for the future development of the UMS of the chosen urban area, there were four sub-areas of essential importance (see Figure 6 , focus on the sub-criteria O1, O2, W2, W4 surrounded by circles):
Two sub-areas in the group opportunities, i.e., O2 (arrangement of infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists) (weight 0.13186) as the first collectively ranked sub-area, and O1 (possibilities for constructing safe cycling paths) as the fourth collectively ranked sub-area (weight 0.11056).
•
Two in the group weaknesses, i.e., W2 (neglected remote places and their connection to public transport) (weight 0.13040) as the second collectively ranked sub-area, and W4 (insufficient cycling infrastructure and awareness of cycling advantages) (weight 0.11309) as the third collectively ranked sub-area.
Of note is the aforementioned weakness, W2-second rank. Based on the results, it is evident that stakeholders perceived this as a threat T4: neglect of the surrounding places, although not very important (rank 16). In spite of the low-level threat, this means that when planning, they must keep in mind the balanced level of the whole UMS and look for synergistic effects of the connections of different mobility subsystems (for example, walking, cycling, public transport, changing traveling habits and parking policy). Given the relatively high rank of the identified strength S2: readiness and the desire of the municipality to change (in the direction of sustainable mobility (rank 5)), improvements in this direction can be expected. We can also point out the connection between W1: freight (transit) transport through the municipality (rank 6), in conjunction with T1: increase in transportation (rank 11), indicating potential problems in the future in terms of congestion and increased environmental impact.
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Of note is the aforementioned weakness, W2-second rank. Based on the results, it is evident that stakeholders perceived this as a threat T4: neglect of the surrounding places, although not very important (rank 16). In spite of the low-level threat, this means that when planning, they must keep in mind the balanced level of the whole UMS and look for synergistic effects of the connections of different mobility subsystems (for example, walking, cycling, public transport, changing traveling habits and parking policy). Given the relatively high rank of the identified strength S2: readiness and the desire of the municipality to change (in the direction of sustainable mobility (rank 5)), improvements in this direction can be expected. We can also point out the connection between W1: freight (transit) transport through the municipality (rank 6), in conjunction with T1: increase in transportation (rank 11), indicating potential problems in the future in terms of congestion and increased environmental impact. As we have already noted, the essential priority areas were highlighted as areas of opportunities and weaknesses. Following a thorough analysis from specific sub-areas inside the groups' opportunities and weaknesses, the most important strategy seemed to be the one utilizing opportunities of the arrangement of infrastructure for pedestrians and especially, for the cyclists, that As we have already noted, the essential priority areas were highlighted as areas of opportunities and weaknesses. Following a thorough analysis from specific sub-areas inside the groups' opportunities and weaknesses, the most important strategy seemed to be the one utilizing opportunities of the arrangement of infrastructure for pedestrians and especially, for the cyclists, that the UMS environment offers (WO1-see Appendix F). This would reduce the shortcomings of the current situation, where the bicycle infrastructure was identified as being deficient. Such a strategy would also successfully exploit the willingness and desire of the municipality to make changes towards sustainable mobility (as the most important strength, S2) and face the most important threat: unwillingness to change travelling habits (T3).
Conclusions
The present work proposed a new model, which enables an advanced, holistic approach to UMS planning. The latter is based on a hybrid mechanism that includes a combination of the modified method of FG with NGT, SWOT analysis, and the FAHP method. Within such a framework, the modified FG-NGT method is used to transparently involve key stakeholders and the FAHP method is used for ranking the importance of priority areas that refer to the identified SWOT criteria and sub-criteria.
In order to prove the applicability of the proposed model, it was tested on a real-life example, where the ranked priority areas were shown to represent a viable view of the future of the UMS of the selected urban area. The WO1 strategy proposed, based on the ranking of key priority areas (building infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists while encouraging their increased use), is in line with the basic goals of the sustainable development of UMS and provides a good basis for further decision-making processes (for example, defining strategic goals and action plans). Based on these findings, the founders of the future development of the UMS of the selected urban area were able to formulate more transparent, holistic solutions; the proposed solutions have already been integrated into the design of a holistic transport strategy plan.
Relating to the successful implementation, this novel approach provides: (1) The decision-makers the ability to search for compromises with an in-depth understanding when they are faced with contradictory goals during the decision and coordination processes. Therefore, the suggested model presents a new holistic way to solve complex multi-criteria issues about decisions that appear in the UMS area; (2) Strategic planning of the whole UMS by defining KPAs and consequently creating scenarios, goals, and an action plan; (3) A basis for balanced development of all relevant urban mobility subsystems through the ranking of KPAs at UMS level; (4) Holistic planning with the involvement of a wide range of stakeholders using a participatory and transparent approach, taking into account the interdependence and the interconnections of different mobility subsystems; (5) Reducing subjectivity and the ability to influence strategic decision-making; (6) Enriched theoretical aspects of more holistic UMS planning (the use of the FAHP method in the UMS field for holistic decision-making has not yet been observed); (7) Practical applicability in real urban areas.
The proposed model also eliminates some of the shortcomings identified in the literature: (1) With the help of the FAHP, the weakness of traditional standalone SWOT analysis is reduced, such as the lack of clarity, the lack of quantification of priority areas and the lack of prioritization. This reduces the subjective bias in the formulation of scenarios and, consequently, strategic goals (the possibility of influencing on the basis of authority, power, etc.); (2) The modified FG method with NGT also reduces the bias (subjectivity) of decision-makers in determining inputs (the combination of methods reduces the ability to influence the results or override individual stakeholders); (3) Compared to basic MCDM models (for example, basic AHP), fuzzy logic increases the ability to incorporate ambiguous, imprecise, and vague information and thus make a decision-making UMS process more realistic; (4) Checking the consistency of decision-makers' responses (results), when comparing individual KPAs with each other (calculating the consistency index within the FAHP method); (5) Combining different methods thus eliminates the disadvantages of them, which, in turn, means better results in the field of decision-making than their independent implementation.
With proper definition of the input elements (development guidelines and characteristics of UMS, key stakeholders, decision-makers), the developed model can also be transferred to other urban areas or different specific UMS subsystems. Its usefulness is especially evident in areas where we face the problem of introducing a more holistic approach, multi-criteria decisions, and conflicting goals or interests. This applies to both small and large urban areas. The stages or phases of decision-making can be treated as standardized regardless of the characteristic of the UMS (defining input elements and executing the FG-NGT method, producing the SWOT, and implementing the FAHP method). The latter means that once the input elements are defined, the FG-NGT method is executed, and the SWOT is conducted, some sub-criteria emerge. Their number and characteristics can be different in different cases, it is true, but the further procedure by using the FAHP always continues similarly. Namely, the FAHP hierarchical structure is always pre-defined and established by its inputs, i.e., the sub-criteria, so from this point of view, the whole constellation in this paper can be looked at through the eyes of some sort of methodological generalization, regardless of the dimension and/or nature of the addressed problem.
It should be noted, however, that the proposed approach for implementation in practice requires knowledge of individual methods (FG, NGT, and FAHP) and the involvement of those responsible for decision-making. For the time being, only individual phases can be executed through computer programs and applications. The latter means that, so far, only a prototype of a decision-making support system has been developed within the MS Excel environment. Thus, only the results of the real testing of the proposed model (prototype) have been given to the responsible personnel in the observed municipality (the client, i.e., the customer) in terms of advising them, how to make easier decisions, and to formulate a strategic holistic plan.
Of course, we are aware of the limitations of the proposed model, which would need to be tested in several different urban areas to provide some degree of generalization. Namely, different cases may have different specificities and limitations. Only if the model would work well in such diverse cases of urban areas would its validation be confirmed in terms of generalization to any urban area example.
In general, we recognize the following opportunities for further research: (1) Extension of the model with added alternatives (pre-formulated scenarios, defined actions, or proposed goals) to allow a paired comparison of these alternatives according to the KPAs; (2) As indicated above, the usefulness of the proposed model could be explored in different UMSs and in areas other than UMS, especially where we encounter multi-criteria decisions and a participatory approach. It would also be interesting to investigate the usefulness of the developed model at lower levels of UMS planning (or other systems), such as the creation of an action plan or the formulation of priority actions; (3) One possible direction of further research is to also use another MCDM method (for example, fuzzy VIKOR or FTOPSIS) or to combine our approach with other MCDM methods on the same data and compare the results obtained; (4) Develop a special computer software program or application that would help to perform the entire process; (5) It would also be interesting to test the usefulness of the model in defining and ranking obstacles encountered in UMS planning or in the implementation of UMS planning goals.
We can conclude that the suggested advanced model will hopefully not only improve the theoretical view of comprehensive UMS planning but also likely allow relatively easier acceptance of complex multi-criteria decisions in the real-life systems of urban environments.
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Appendix A Table A1 . Table for forming the individual SWOT analysis in the frame of the modified method of focus groups-an example for the area of strengths and weaknesses.
What is the Current State of the Individual Transportation Area?
Area Strengths (What is Well Arranged in Your Opinion)
Weaknesses (What is Badly Arranged in Your Opinion)
What is the state in the area of parking? What is the state in the area of traffic-calming (speed bumps, pedestrian zones, green areas, etc.)? What is the state in the area of walking? What is the state in the area of cycling? What is the state in the area of public transport? What is the state in the area of use of private cars? (green interval, limitation of access, fluent transport, information, etc.)? What is the state in the area of "soft" measures? (changing of travelling habits, information about different modes of transport, education campaigns, actions to promote walking, cycling, public transport, etc.)? What is the state in the area of freight transportation? Appendix C Table A3 . Structure of the matrix A f h = A 11 of the pair comparisons of the first expert for N = 4 criteria. 
Criteria (i) Strengths (S) Weaknesses (W) Opportunities (O) Threats (T)
